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DETAILED ACTION 

« 

Applicant's response was received and entered October 16, 2006. 

Claims 1 -3, 5-8, 1 0-23 & 26-32 are pending. 
Claims 4, 9 & 24-25 are canceled. 
Application is currently pending. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments and amendments with respect to claims 1-3, 5-8, 10-23 & 
26-32 filed October 16, 2006 have been considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant puts forth the argument that the prior art of record Chesley US Pat no. 
4,333,142, does not teach; 1) executing a testing program by the CPU in order to test 
the nonvolatile memory, 2) a program for testing the nonvolatile memory is stored in the 
nonvolatile memory, 3) storing in the nonvolatile memory, results of testing the volatile 
memory and 4) loading a testing program into the volatile memory. 

As per arguments 1) and 2) Examiner would like to respectfully request Applicant 
to consider "Each ROM module contains an identical copy of a CPU and RAM test 
program as well as other desired service routines, with the addresses shifted to reflect 
the proper module addresses. In addition, the last word of each ROM module contains 
a check sum of all of the other words of the module so that a CPU can perform a simple 
test function, in this case summation, upon all words of the ROM to verify that the ROM 
is operating correctly" (column 3, lines 7-14). Here, the ROM is the non-volatile 
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memory, and the CPU is performing a "test function" to test the ROM. The ROM 
"contains" test program and check sum, which are used to test the ROM. 

As per argument 3) Examiner would like to respectfully request Applicant to 
consider "Data indicating the condition of the RAM's is stored in a table formed in the 
CPU registers or in one of the RAM's or in another suitable store." (column 1, lines 38- 
47). Here again the non volatile memory is the ROM and the volatile memory is the 
RAM, whose test results can be stored in the CPU registers, or In "another suitable 
store." Within the context of Chesley "suitable store" can be interpreted to be the ROM 
because these are the only three memory components in the prior art and it would be 
advantageous to store the results in the ROM to prevent data loss upon a power failure. 

* 

As per argument 4) Examiner would like to respectfully request Applicant to 
consider "As illustrated in FIG. 4, RAM modules 14 are generally similar to ROM 
modules 13, except that they include a read/write memory. Each of the RAM modules 
is formed on a separate chip 51 and includes a standard random access memory 52 
organized in 256 words of 8-bits each. Each RAM module has a unique prewired 
address 50 and an address comparator 53 which compares this address with the chip 
addresses from the CPU. The output of the comparator is connected to the ENABLE 
input of the RAM by a line 54. The WRITE signals from the CPU are applied to the 
RAM via line 26." (column 3, lines 17-28). Here the RAM is the volatile memory and 
when the CPU uses line 26 to "WRITE" on to the RAM it is in an essence loading the 
test program. 



I 
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Claims 29-32 are rejected under similar grounds as they do not raise any new 
issues. 

The rejections under Helbig Sr. et al. US Pat no. 6.31 1 ,273 and Malladi et al. are 
withdrawn. 

Drawings 

The informal drawings are not of sufficient quality to permit examination. 
Accordingly, replacement drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d) are 
required in reply to this Office action. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled 
"Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct 
any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
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of the remaining figures. Eacli drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 

> 

the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

• 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-3, 5, 7-8. 10-16, 18-21, 23, 26-27 & 29-32 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatented over Chesley US Pat no. 4,333,142 and further in 
view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA). 

As per claim 1 : 
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Chesley substantially teaches a method of testing an electronic device that 
includes a CPU (Fig 2 # 22) and at least one memory (Fig 1 # 13), comprising the steps 
of: testing the at least one memory (column 1 , lines 40-42), using the CPU (column 1 , 
lines 40-42); and testing the CPU (column 1 , lines 42-44) and storing results of said at 
least one memory in one of said at least one memory by said CPU (colurnn 1, lines 28- 
37). 

Chesley does not explicitly teach the method of assembling the CPU and 
memory on separate chips. 

However, AAPA in an analogous art teaches assembling, fabricating and 
packaging the CPU and memory in one embodiment (page 1, lines 13-23). It would • 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the method of testing presented in Chesley's invention to test SIP, since one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have realized that using Chesley's method to test SIP 
would decrease the duration of testing and reduce the number of testing pins. Further it 
should be noted that despite the fact that both the CPU and memory are placed on the 
same chip, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Invention was made to place the CPU on a different chip as that from memory, since it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routines skill in the 
art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

As per claim 2: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method wherein said testing of the CPU is effected 
subsequent to said testing of the at least one memory (column 3, lines 37-39). 



Application/Control Number: 10/697,981 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2138 

As per claim 3: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method further comprising the step of: loading a 
testing program into one of said at least one memory (Fig 3, # 27, column 3, lines 1-2), 
the CPU then testing at least one of said at least one memory by executing said testing 
program (column 3, lines 2-6). 

As per claim 5: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method; wherein said testing of the CPU includes 
reading said stored results from said one of said at least one memory (column 3, lines 

37-39). 

As per claim 7: 

Chesley substantially teaches a method of testing an electronic device that 
includes a CPU (Fig 2 # 22) and at least one memory (Fig 1 # 13), comprising the steps 
of: testing the at least one memory (column 1 , lines 40-42), loading a testing program 
into said volatile memory, using the CPU to execute said testing program (column 1 , 
lines 40-42); and testing the CPU (column 1 , lines 42-44). 

Chesley does not explicitly teach the method of assembling the CPU and 
memory on separate chips. 

However, AAPA in an analogous art teaches assembling, fabricating and 
packaging the CPU and memory in one embodiment (page 1, lines 13-23). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the method of testing presented in Chesley's invention to test SIP, since one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have realized that using Chesley's method to test SIP 
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would decrease the duration of testing and reduce the number of testing pins. Further it 
should be noted that despite the fact that both the CPU and memory are placed on the 
same chip, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to place the CPU on a different chip as that from memory, since it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routines skill in the 
art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 
As per claim 8: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method wherein said testing of the CPU is effected 
subsequent to said testing of the at least one memory (column 3, lines 37-39). 
As per claim 10: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method further comprising the step of: storing said 
testing program in the nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 7-10), said loading of the 
testing program into the volatile memory then being from the nonvolatile memory 
(column 3, lines 47-49). 

As per claim 1 1 : 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method wherein said loading of the testing program 
from the nonvolatile memory to the volatile memory is effected by the CPU (column 3, 
lines 47-49). 

As per claim 12: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method further comprising the step of: storing results 
of said testing in the nonvolatile memory, by the CPU (Figure 2 # 28, column 3, lines 
49-54). 
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As per claim 13: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method wherein said testing of the CPU includes 
reading said stored results from said nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 55-60). 
As per claim 14: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method further comprising the step of: storing a 
testing program in the nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 7-10), the CPU then testing 
at least one of the memories by executing said testing program directly in said 
nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 10-16). 

As per claim 15: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method of claim 14, further comprising the step of: 
storing results of said testing in the nonvolatile memory, by the CPU (column 3, lines 
30-37). 

As per claim 16: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method, wherein said testing of the CPU includes 
reading said stored results from said nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 37-46). 
As per claim 1 8: 

Chesley substantially teaches a method of testing an electronic device that 
Includes a CPU (Fig 2 # 22) and at least one memory (Fig 1 # 1 3), comprising the steps 
of: testing the at least one memory (column 1 , lines 40-42), using the CPU (column 1 , 
lines 40-42); and testing the CPU (column 1 , lines 42-44) storing in the said nonvolatile 
memory a program for testing said nonvolatile memory by steps including writing to said 
nonvolatile memory (the test pattern was written into the ROM, initially). 
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Chesley does not explicitly teach the method of assembling the CPU and 
memory on separate chips. 

However, AAPA in an analogous art teaches assembling, fabricating and 
packaging the CPU and memory in one embodiment (page 1, lines 13-23). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the method of testing presented in Chesley's invention to test SIP, since one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have realized that using Chesley's method to test SIP 
would decrease the duration of testing and reduce the number of testing pins. Further it 
should be noted that despite the fact that both the CPU and memory are placed on the 
same chip, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to place the CPU on a different chip as that from memory, since it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routines skill in the 
art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

As per claim 19: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method, further comprising the step-of: loading said 
testing program from the nonvolatile memory into a volatile memory, said executing of 
said testing program then being from said volatile memory (column 3, lines 46-49). 

As per claim 20: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method further comprising the step of: including said 
volatile memory in the system-in-package (Fig 1 #14). 
As per claim 21 : 
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Chesley/AAPA teaches the method, further comprising the step of: storing results 
of said executing in the nonvolatile memory (Figure 2 # 28, column 3, lines 49-54). 
As per claim 23: 

Chesley substantially teaches an electronic device comprising: a nonvolatile 
memory (Fig 1 # 13), wherein is stored a first testing program for testing said 
nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 7-10); and a volatile memory (Fig 1 # 14), 
operationally connected to said nonvolatile memory (Fig 1 # 24); and wherein a second 
program, for testing said volatile memory, is stored in said nonvolatile memory (column 
3, lines 47-49). 

Chesley does not explicitly teach the method of assembling the CPU and 
memory on separate chips. 

However, AAPA in an analogous art teaches assembling, fabricating and 
packaging the CPU and memory in one embodiment (page 1, lines 13-23). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
. to use the method of testing presented in Chesley's invention to test SIP, since one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have realized that using Chesley's method to test SIP 
would decrease the duration of testing and reduce the number of testing pins. Further it 
should be noted that despite the fact that both the CPU and memory are placed on the 
same chip, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to place the CPU on a different chip as that from memory, since it 
has been held that rean-anging parts of an invention involves only routines skill in the 
art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 
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* 

As per claim 26; 

Chesley substantially teaches a method of testing a system-in-package that 
includes a nonvolatile memory (Fig 1 # 13) and a volatile memory (Fig 1 # 14), 
comprising the steps of: (a) executing a first testing program in order to test the volatile 
memory (column 3, lines 47-49); and (b) storing results of said executing in the 
nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 49-53). 

Chesley does not explicitly teach the method of assembling the CPU and 

memory on separate chips. 

However, AAPA in an analogous art teaches assembling, fabricating and 
packaging the CPU and memory in one embodiment (page 1, lines 13-23). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to use the method of testing presented in Chesley's invention to test SIP, since one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have realized that using Chesley's method to test SIP 
would decrease the duration of testing and reduce the number of testing pins. Further it 
should be noted that despite the fact that both the CPU and memory are placed on the 
same chip, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skilj in the art at the time the 
invention was made to place the CPU on a different chip as that from memory, since it 
has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves only routines skill in the 
art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. 

As per claim 27: 

Chesley/AAPA teaches the method further comprising the steps of: executing a 
second testing program in order to test the nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 10-16); 
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and (d) storing results of said executing of said second testing program in the 
nonvolatile memory (column 3, lines 30-45). 
As per claims 29-32: 

Rejected under the same arguments as the claims above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or ndnobviousness. 

Claims 6. 17, 22 & 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

Chesley/AAPA US Pat no. 4,333,142, and further in view of Takizawa US Pat no. 

6198663 B1 

As per claim 6: 

Chesley/AAPA substantially teaches a method of testing an electronic device that 
includes a CPU (Fig 2 # 22) and at least one memory (Fig 1 # 13), comprising the steps 
of: (a) testing the at least one memory (column 1, lines 40-42), using the CPU (column 
1 , lines 40-42); and b) testing the CPU (column 1 , lines 42-44). 

Chesley/AAPA does not explicitly teach teaches the method, wherein said testing 
of said at least one memory is effected during a burn-in of the electronic device. 
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* 

However, Takizawa in an analogous art teaches the method, wherein said testing 
of said at least one memory is effected during a burn-in of the electronic device (Figure 
1 # 61 a, column 4, lines 34-47). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to execute testing during a 
burn-in of the electronic device, since one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that executing testing during a bum-in would have assisted in stabilizing 
outputs, and identifying early life failures normally resulting from thermal or other 
effects. 

As per claims 17, 22 & 28: 

Rejected based on the same argument as claim 6. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Saqib J. Siddiqui whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
6553. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:Q0 to 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on (571) 272-3819. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are 
applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant, in preparing the 
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responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the examiner. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Saqib Siddiqui 
Art Unit 2138 
12/18/2006 




